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Miss Mildred Wertheimer, 
F. P. A. Secretary on Disarma- 
ment, sailed last week to follow 
the discussions on disarmament 
at the Assembly of the League of 
Nations in Geneva. 
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DISARMAMENT 


AND SECURITY 





N June eighteenth, the New York 

Times published the text of a Draft 
Treaty of Disarmament and Security 
which had been prepared by an unofficial 
group of Americans under the leadership 
of Professor James T. Shotwell. Several 
European statesmen and politicians in- 
terested in the problem of disarmament, 
and foreseeing the failure of the Cecil- 
Réquin Draft Treaty of Mutual Assist- 
ance, had urged upon Professor Shotwell 
the need for a substitute plan; the new 
Draft Treaty was the result. Referred 
to the member states by the Council of 
the League of Nations and placed upon 
the agenda of the Fifth Assembly which 
convenes September first, this unofficial 
plan will probably form the major sub- 
ject for the deliberations of the Third 
Committee of the Assembly. 


The Foreign Policy Association has 
been much interested in the Draft Treaty, 
but no referendum of the membership 
has been taken on it as yet, and the Ex- 
ecutive Committee has taken no stand in 
the matter either pro or con. Rather, its 
efforts have been confined to effecting as 
wide a distribution as possible of the text 
of the Treaty, together with an explan- 
atory commentary on it,* prepared in 
collaboration with Professor Shotwell. In 
order to ascertain some indication of 
American opinion on the Treaty, the 
Association has recently sent out a ques- 
tionnaire which we reprint in this issue 
of the News Bulletin. This questionnaire 
went to a relatively small, selected group 
of about five hundred, which included 
lawyers, college presidents, and _ the 
United States Senate. To date answers 
or acknowledgments have been received 
from well over a hundred persons. 





* F. P. A. Pamphlet No. 28, June, 1924. 





Results of Questionnaire 

The results show plainly that there is 
considerable interest in the Draft Treaty 
and the responses indicate much careful 
thought. On the whole, the majority of 
answers are distinctly favorable, though 
in a few cases the Treaty is condemned 
as unworkable, unwise or gratuitous. 
However, most critics accept parts of the 
draft and question or condemn other sec- 
tions. There seems to be a fear that the 
World Court might be asked to render 
political decisions and thus be weakened; 
many strong pro-leaguers see no reason 
why the Council and Assembly of the 
League should not perform all the func- 
tions indicated in the Treaty; still others 
question the meaning and even the possi- 
bility of “outlawing aggressive war.’’* 

A good deal of apprehension is shown in 
the replies about the so-called Partial 
Treaties allowed and legalized by the 
Draft Treaty. These Partial Treaties 
were a decided stumbling block in the 
discussion of the Cecil-Réquin Treaty at 
last year’s Assembly. The authors of the 
new plan, however, have felt that their 
inclusion in the new Draft was the only 
way to reconcile certain European Powers 
to the Treaty. 

All these criticisms and suggestions 
are particularly valuable in view of the 
fact that the drafters of the Treaty state 
that its form, wording and content are 
by no means final nor perfect in their 
eyes and that they will gladly consider 
all suggested changes and emendations. 

Substitute for Cecil-Requin Treaty 

The present position of the Draft Treaty 
in international relations is simply that of 
a substitute for the Cecil-Réquin Treaty 
of Mutual Assistance. The League has 





* For the views of the Outlawry of War group see 
oettcte by 8. O. Levinson in the New Republic for August 
27, 1924. 












































































been severely criticized for having taken 
no really forward steps in the solution of 
the disarmament problem. Its one real 
attempt, which was frankly an unwieldy 
and rather indefinite effort to compromise 
two strongly divergent points of view, has 
not been accepted by either Great Britain 
or the United States. The new Draft 
Treaty, coming at a psychological moment 
in the history of the League and of the 
European post-war settlement, endeavors 
to reconcile European and American view- 
points and in simpler, more definite terms 
to point out a possible road towards both 
disarmament and security 

The problem of disarmament is one 
which becomes more and more pressing. 
M. Tchitcherin, in his masterly reply to 
the Secretary General of the League of 
Nations rejecting the Cecil-Réquin 
Treaty, says “[We regard] the adoption 
of measures by all Governments for the 
limitation of armaments as so grave and 
urgent a task that it is imperative that 
the question should be raised immedi- 
ately, independently of other problems 
which are more difficult to solve.” 

It is exactly this which the new Draft 
Treaty of Disarmament and Security 
attempts to do in a manner which may 
or may not be more acceptable to the 
Powers than the Cecil-Réquin Treaty. 
The action of the coming Fifth Assembly 
of the League on the new Treaty will be 
highly interesting and significant. 

MILDRED WERTHEIMER. 


Questionnaire on the Draft Treaty of 
Disarmament and Security* 


(1) Do you favor participation by the United 
States in a general Treaty, effective as 
between the signatory powers, declaring 
“aggressive war’ an “international 
crime?” Yes 

No 
(2) (a) Do you favor American participa- 
tion in defining economic or other 
“sanctions” or penalties for the 

“crime” of “aggressive war?” og 

) 
(b) If so, do you favor American par- 
ticipation in executing “such sanc- 

tions?” Yes 

No 

(3) Do you favor American cooperation in 
some permanent international body hav- 
ing responsibility for deciding in any 
given case whether or not the crime of 
“aggressive war” has been committed? 

° 

(4) (a) Do you favor American agreement 

in assigning this authority and re- 
sponsibility to the Permanent Court 
of International Justice? If not, to 
what body would you assign it? ng 
0 
(b) If so, do you feel that there might 
be danger of a political decision be- 
ing demanded of the World Court? ng 
Oo 

(5) Do you favor American cooperation in 
holding ——_ a Conference of Sig- 
natory Powers to deal with armament 


* The Editors would be glad to have members reply to 
this questionnaire. 
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questions, which Conference being sup- 
plied with a technical investigating com- 
mittee responsible to it, would keep pace 
with the progress of invention and dis- 
covery? Yes 


(6) Do you favor American cooperation in 
such a periodic Conference which would 
also codify and submit to the nations for 
ratification principles of international 
law relating to acts of aggression and 
preparations for such acts? Yes 


(7) Do you favor American support of and 
participation in a standing “Commission 
of Inquiry” regarding the scale of arma- 
ments in each nation, with a view to 
gradual and common reduction of arma- 
ments without endangering national se- 
curity? Yes 

No 

(8) In case the “Draft Treaty” is generally 
accepted by the nations, would you favor 
its acceptance also by the United States, 


(a) As it stands? Yes 
No 
(b) With certain modifications? Yes 
No 


(If the latter, what modifications would 
you suggest?) 
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Return to the Foreign Policy Association, 9 
East 45th Street, New York. 


Institute of Economics Publications 


Within the last few months, the Insti- 
tute of Economics has published three 
volumes dealing with different aspects of 
the international situation. These are: 
American Agriculture and the European 
Market, by Edwin G. Nourse; Russian 
Debts and Russian Reconstruction: A 
study of the relations of Russian foreign 
debts to her economic recovery, by Leo 
Pasvolsky and H. G. Moulton; and The 
Reparation Plan, by H. G. Moulton. The 
writers in each case are members of the 
staff of the Institute. All the volumes are 
published in this country by the McGraw- 
Hill Book Company, New York. 

Mr. Nourse’s volume is an analytical 
study of the effect upon American agri- 
culture of European buying power. It is 
a valuable contribution to the clarification 
of a problem which politicians are con- 
stantly confusing for partisan purposes. 

The Russian volume brings together in 
convenient form most of the available data 
on the related problems of Russia’s in- 
ternal and foreign obligations and her 
prospect of economic rehabilitation. 

It is, however, Mr. Moulton’s latest 
volume on the Dawes’ plan which is of 
greater immediate importance. In it he 
gives the most thorough analysis yet avail- 
able of the plan. Moreover, he has pointed 
out fundamental modifications which seem 
to him essential. Published in London at 
the time of the recent Conference, Mr. 
Moulton’s recommendations are identical 
with the most vital modifications agreed 
upon there. 


=. 










aa’ oh ieee ow fA 


— a bee oe 6 Of eee 


